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allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Mr. Jordan and Ms. Martinez explained the general concept of the 
instant invention. Mr. Jordan further presented a proposed amendment (see attached) to overcome the prior art of 
McFarlane. Examiner Ouellette indicated that the proposed amendment did not narrow the independent claim 
sufficiantly to overcome the prior art of McFarlance. Examiner Ouellette further indicated that the prior art of 
McFarlance clearly discloses the broad concept of gathering data and organizing data into/by metrics (Table 1, red or 
yellow indicates high resource use area, which obviously equates to high business cost). Examiner Ouellette indicated 
incorporating more specific elements (metric formulas, etc.) from the specification into the independent claims to 
overcome the prior art. 
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